tlwsldnofnﬁc?eevmyseconddayﬁarstmnthsnSO%to?S%oftleoxmﬁuionshu'ard

. threshold, After 8 months only 3 of 40 mice only exposed to the skin carcinogen developed akin
cancer camparpd to 18 of 40 mice exposed to both the carcinogen and RF. Thus, RF with the
ﬁ:mesﬁ-omsoljderandsolvenunnybeoofacm“hthemmformbmintumorﬁdc

.'_.lo_. Some othier obieﬁed effects reported in epidemiology studies

10.1 Inasmdivofndarworkuswithho IOyeiﬁaq)omitwumportedﬂwfewnsM

heéadache, fxmgue and irritability than among controls.*”
,Alo.ZReducuon by 19% of REM sleep ofadultmlnectsmmexpenmenulsleeplabomory
REM sleep is lmportnnt for developing memory function and learning processes®”

- 10.3 For schmlclnldrenhvmgnnMofauduMomwuhexpomlmtlun 1/20th of FCC

: ufehﬂﬁtsﬁ\echﬂdrmhad “less developed memory and attention, their reaction time was slower
wdnwnmmdarwmmdeamwd"“

‘ ~"[note slowerreacnontlmewmdmplymcmsedmﬁcmdentmu mded,amm
_,ofanugneucﬂeldsﬁ‘omchmgesoftlnmfoundu17%1ncruaeonduysw1thhlghmlgnettc

fields®. Wlule radio ﬁ'equencylsmuahdiﬂiermdunthmnmenc fields, together these studies. -

~ suggest electrpnugueuc field exposure can slow reaction time and increase traffic accidents. ]
10.4 A6foldjincrehuhxﬂaomdd(ghromowmﬂhgnmehomommnminc&pomed
into daughter muclei) was found for cows near radar exposurcs below 1/20th ‘safe’ FCC lovels.
10.5 A revnew supporting the view of thé Ad-Hoc Association has found the U.S. Moscow study

(at 9.8), thel&oreun Naval radar personnel study (st 9.10), other military exposure study (at 9.4)

: reponlcaanFlmk,fundephyuoﬂ\mplmhnduboutholdhaghumscamugum
10.6 Sleepdlmculnes,pmnmjmntsfoundmpumnsmuhmwuvemu Sleep difficultics
'stoppedond;yswhmtransnutterwasnnedoﬂ‘,hnunlmowntomdypammpanum )

Keepml cxpesures ‘as low as reasonably achievable’ (ALARA) as a requiremeat in the

Commnnonfs standard is therefore justified gwen all of the abave and the evidence in the .

record ofthi preceeding of adverse effects at extremdy low exposure levels.

- 111 NIOSHnduecutthomnnssionto pmanALARAroqumm in its: standard: 'I'he

Commission j Ps again reminded that commetm submitted by David Fichtenberg on October 8,
-38- -
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1996 exphcnﬂy noted [at pg. 22-23] the NIOSH directive at 3.1 above that "exposure should be
" minimized tolthe extent possible.” Please note NIOSH gives this directive in its Jan. 11, 1994
lettermttw'ﬁmeralCommm”secuonwhmltwasamongﬂw3 most central concerns of

NIOSH. Moreover.notethntcvmherc,oftheﬁemms,ﬁ\edwecuve should was only called

fonhfornaqngthemtecuonprowdedbyﬂnnmdndmdtheneedmmmmm1.,e.

NIOSH duu:ted the Commission stating,
”mwmumﬂwoﬁcrhalﬁeﬁcmmkamdmedwnhﬂmre

and that expasure be minimized to the extert possible. ” [pagelofR.NianelerNIOSHletterof
Jan 11, 1994 to the Commission]

Thm,ltunota ‘small thing' for NIOSH, but rather, nwnstheonlyconcemwhlohmmted :

beingmtho(:iudeonmmmmuonmdmththeMofwhatﬂwComwon “should”

do. Asnotedinmﬁomzms the views of the other federal health agencies are consistent with

theNIOSHdirecnve Andthenoedformungmthestmdmdthat "exposures shall be kept as
lowasreuodablyaclnevable"hubeenurgedbytheAd—HocMsomnhonmltsPetluonsuﬂ
'nmycommmmdnphemmpmemg Moreover, given the actual cvidence of observed
effects at levdl far below the hazard threshold of the Commission, requiring that expom:hall

: bekeptaslowasmsomblyachnevable nmtbemchldedmtlwstandudforttho:mmmonto
uctwnhpmddmceandducdmgence

11.2 ReclllthanthubeennotedmthupmceedmgthntIRPAmdtlw Stateot’Washingtonhml

included ﬁndmgs supporting the ALARA policy

113 quwwkmmcmmmmmmapm foasible,

- woll-defined, and expected directive to include in federal agency rulemaking regardmg

electromagncuc radiation exposure. The Commission should adopt ALARA into its stundnrd to
be consistent gvnth due prudence practices followed by other federal agencies addressing radiation
concerms. ‘Specifically, the Ad-Hoc Association noted the 1983 Nuclear Regulatory Commission

("NRC") nxle§ included ALARA provisions. The Commission should define ALARA as‘does the
NRC (10 CFI‘ §20.1003 (1996), acoept for the phrase “in relation to utilization of nuclear enery E

and licensed matemls substitute, "in relation io the unhman of radiofrequency for

telecommunlcanons ‘
-39-
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Also, in accordance with the Ad-Hoc Association request that a RF health and safety
program be a lrequu'ement [at Ad-Hoc Assacistion FCC -96-326 Petition at 17-18] and the
request here that it apply to all workers, the Commission should sdopt the ALARA principle
'esubllshedby:ftheNRCaspmﬁiundhﬂonpmfecﬁonprogmm and thereby follow present
acceptedprecedentforfedeml radiation ufetyprognmsmdusethewnelmguageummc

rules which require,
_ "The licensee shall use, to the extent practicable, procedures and engineering controls
-based upon sqund radiation protection principles to achieve occupational doses and doses to

e mbersafmepubbct}mtweaslawasurmblywhzmbk (ALARA) " [10 CFR

§20.1101(b)} ,

InthecaseofRFradnnonpmtecuonﬂme pmcedures mthelpecxﬁcmonaboveshould
.ntleutmcludcthosespecxﬁedbyNIOSHaboveandbyOSHAsothattlwrewouldbeappropmtc
| ~ procedures specified for assuring a written program, and,

“training, medical monitoring, protective procedures and engineering controls, signs,
hazard assemmt, employee involvement, and designated responsibilities for program
_ implemmuﬁon. [OSHA letter of 1994]29
11.4 EwdmcéthatRFeﬁbctsmaybommulmveﬁmherjumfyALARA ,
1L.4.1 demmuwduwdmumof&mmmmmmrepmedwmwwm
a)q)osed:!mo;inhsmherthmonlylmomhpﬁortotheapplieaﬂonofaukincardnogenSA
beuopyrehe(seuboveiectioan). Anthuinﬁmhmleeelmﬁonofhﬁnmmnwu
.&uerthmfor*itheahamwwedmmoh. mnnclm.;mmpdormmmmm
on the acceleration, even though the skin carcinogen was applied after the RF exposure period
ended. T therk wore 1o cumulative effects, then no differences should have besa found. - Since
" effects wereo fo\md this is evidence mpportn!gRF effects wore cumulative. (please note this study
 was mongthié199lmEEstudies found suitable for standard setting).

11.4.2 Atoziwn:g (rough approximation) (5%) Rats were given doses of dextroamphetiming
usedtotreatAnanlonDeﬁmDimrduinchandoleucmmdadulu "The response rates
were notablyhzghar (too many responaes) afier microwave radiation.. ewnﬂloughthekm
e:q,osuntord;dmaonmndﬂkmbq(mthcdmgwdlmnm suggesting &
cumulative eﬁ'ect of the irradiation. (Thomas et al, 1979)22
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11.43 NCRP 1986 assumes a cumulative effect could occur over the course of a week, and 3o
~'uws'thisratioi§uleto set its general population limits so that the curmulation dose of 24 hour
exposurefor'ldayswxllnotexmdthnt nnowedforworkersu;posedfor 8 hours for § days. (see
~section 3.2 above)

12. The Comnnon must not utegorically ezsempt evaluations when out-of-compliance
'contlltuonl my occur, as requested by the Ad-Hoc Association FCC 96-326 Petition st page
5,6 and ehewhere noted in this proceeding. . As proviously noted by the Ad-Hoc Asaociation |
in its FCC 96-326 Petition [at page 5,6], ths Commission's categorical exemptions from
evaluations dqu, not consider whatsoever the distance of nearby multi-story buildings to tower
mounted (aoniroof top) transmitters greater than 10 meters and without regard to their power
output. The Gommission has greatly overlooked or misunderstood the scicnce-based literaturé-on
this subject wilen it stated,

"For amemas moumad higher than 10 meters, measurement data for cellular facilities
 have indicated that ground-level power densities ave typically hundreds to thousands of times
below the newWE fimits,” [in support of this conclusion the Commission cited the articl,

' "Radio-Frequdncy Electromagnetic Fields Associated with Cellular-Radio Cell-Site Antennas,” by
Petersen and 'ijmgmm, Bioclectromagnetics 13:527 (1992). ] |
However, the E(Jommissionmly have overlooked or misunderstood that the authors of the above
cited article by Petersen and Testagrossa states, *Frequently, freestanding towers (monopoles)
appmxzmauly 45 meters tall are used...[w page 528) .(and later) In this study, the clectric-ﬁeld
W was mea.wrednearﬂlebase of two typical monapoles (45 meters and 50 meters) and _

" twa lattice towers (66 meters and 83 meters) [at page 529]." Therefore, if the Commixsion is
m upon tins study, then the Commission should allow exemptions only if the tower is 45
meters high -the lowest height towers in the article referenced by the Commission. But, more _
unporwntly, only 'ground-based’ measurements are considersd, and not those exposures to which
theupperﬂoo}sofneubyhomes, schools, hospitals, or office buildings may be exposed to the
typical main horizonital beam of such transmitters, whether an isolated transmitter or a.group of
them (perhapsion scparate nearby parcels with different o@). Thus, as noted in the Ad-Hoc



. condmon to relnum undetected.

FCC 96-326 Petmon, the Commission greatly overiooks or misunderstands howhomcl, schools,
hospmlsoroﬁcescanrmvclOOsorlOOOoofnmhtgheruponu'eformyuppﬁﬁoorsneu
thetranmntt&mdataclosetomhught

Moreover, while it is correct that engineering considerations may seck transmitters that:
extendoverd?empsofbmldmgs,thcﬂndmgofawﬂlmglusormyruultmlmthanwnnm
locations. Aldo, transmitters may just' exceed the heights of nearby buildings, resulting in their
still receiving relauvely high exposures, Moreover, local jurisdictions often place height
mﬁcﬁomfo%mhaiurmuMswﬂuttommymtbemwhabovelOmet'mto'.meet
aesthetic condems - and it is not umusual for a ncarby apartment buikding 10 be near 1o 10 meters
hgh
The Commlsm'ons rules should also consider the following

Building 1  Building 2
Building3  Building 4 |

'whuecenum%phonenrvicemmﬁuqsmonBuﬂdingsl,z,Beachmﬂu 1000 Watts (say 900
. watuERP),bé.ufhmthecombinedamomof27OOMERPhndinﬁngonacomerof
Building4conildcxcwdlimitsifthebuildinglwereclosetogahu' Forexunple,ifacornerof
buddmg4wer.e40ﬁeetﬁ'omthemnumtterl0f8uﬂdmgl 2, and3 thmtheexpomﬁ-omthe
three main buma upon building number 4 would be (360 x 2700)/(40 foet ) = 607 microwatts /
sq.cmwh:chtxceedstheSSOnncrowmlsq om limit of some cellular services.

Thus,wlnletheComsuonnmnpmwdedearmlutoopuamrsfmhowtomlke
'wﬂumOﬂs,ﬂhsendesmuadwummthnmyuwgoncdammmwupmpalymdwed
For example, w have conmderedtheposubthtm of nearby multi-story buildings - for emmple
‘eonuderareuhenmlarumtheslupeofuqmre,mthamﬂu-stowyapnmnentbuﬂdmgnthe
‘ce:ner-ofthe-gquare and transmission towers at each corner. The Commission's rules must
auumforthcs;bmdothercondiﬁomfamdinreddmﬁﬂmdcom:wddumﬂmout-of
comphamecohdntxomwlﬂmtbemegoncnﬂymtedﬁommsurm tlmnllomgthe
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13. Support OSHA snd NIOSH directive to the Commission that s RF safety program is

i nudedrar-‘%mmobewmsmmuum AAindiwed'innlmu-'rz |

- applymorc mmgentloalnqummsoonwnhgmedmoftthF uﬁetypmgmn

' above,theummwonshch«huofapomlhouldmtbedlowedwuhoutﬂwkfufety
programelaﬂenureqmredmtlnConnmnon'smhsumbyOSHAﬂ-"m472
13.1 ToaeethattheComnusuonhumamdmtoodmmmdwﬂoncomderthemluof:he
.NucleeguluoryComrmwonwhonﬁowsutoprovdeformclenpowerandnottobeheﬂth
~agem:y eventhmxghttsnﬂesmsthavuhedﬂamdufuycomponmt Inth:swaythe -
.;Commonhuawmlarrole,respomibilnyandlcopcofmldlction. 'Iherefore,touethntthe |
.Cmmmonhusomc]umdmonmﬂnsmttamdslmldadoptmglﬂmommlnrmcontun A
uﬂfmmﬂwmcmmmmonmmnmmocmgzo1101(;)(1;)und(c)
'.andadoptthewwaymdmomtoﬁmmluoftheNRCmIOCFR§20lSOldeOlSOZof
’. Subme mahngmodiﬁmnoumpmpmﬁwandmﬁequmymdud,mdmmhdethe
' dmmmmmmwom” Theroleofﬂ\eCommmnumndm’toﬂut
-oftheNRCwﬁtumedingwmbdeworkupIMecmnndﬂhnwtbmnhulthagmy
'mdtmmcmmmnmmmmmcmmumNMmm.h@
: .danentsofamdmﬂpmtecuonprom Thuefore,xtappmtthomunmonhu ‘
- misunderstood or averlooked the NRC precedence. Now therefore,let the Commission estabish
'-..'mmnnmheumnsofmnpwmmmpmgmmpeaﬁedwommmms |
: speafyMOSHAmmylocdmmmemsocmpmondufaymmv

: -1denuﬁedbythpConummontlmprovidodforbytheComwon ' 5
-_ 132 ThelnshgruerworkcfexpomhnnunmnonlybedlowadlfﬂwRFufetypmgmm
fspec:ﬂed byOSI-IAw in the Comnuwonsmla . , o

S TheComnusmnneedstoclmfythufotoowpmmnla(pomhmuwapply,thnwcrkm L )
| .ﬁlbamqﬁﬂnmnndfwwwmmumlmmwmm onlynf | -

' d:aelsﬂmeRFhafetyprommwmpommedﬂedHyOSHAmmphceformymfhuthn |

K mybeexposedtothehxgheruu‘ofuq:osm : ‘

3




The Commissfnn appears to contradict itsolf when it stated, "OSHA's suggestion that we use the
uncontrolied tter of the ANSITEEE standard as the basis for an 'action limit' for establishment of
“anRF ufuyp}ognmubeyondme scope of our jurisdiction.” This is because the Commission
.npoclﬁesthataiboyeﬂwbnmdthe'uncomroﬂeduerﬂm,emustbemphce provisions to ensure
‘that workers nire’jﬁdb'wmofﬂwpomuialfawmdmmmmmlmfﬂnh
exposure.” ‘This necessarily:implies the limits of the ‘uncontrollod tier’ is an ‘action limit' and that
some sort of auRF safety program is established when exposures in the workplace exceed this
‘action limit. | |
Likewise, the &:omission seems to contradict itself when it first states “Owr NEPA
nwmbxhﬁe#doanpmmencmmtlnmof.yecyicmksmworkplacepmcﬁces
mdprocedurcs. Ifsuchapobcyweretobemnmcdbyﬂw&demlgowmmumldm
 more appropriate for OSHA itself fo promulgate this type of rule” [FCC 96-326 at para. 33]
Yet, elsewhete the Commission decided, that oonwning-"aw'atwm for the potential far
exposure,” that "Warning signs and labels can also be used t0 establish such awareness as long
‘ as theyprawdo information, mémerwnﬂofmmmmm
instructions omnethods to minimize exposure risk [FCC 96-326, parn 45) (in footnote 116: for
example a sign warning of RF exposure risk and indicating that individuals should not remain in
the am for more than a certain period of time couid be accepiable.)." This contradicts OSHA's
directive to th& Commission which stated that "signs* alone are not sufficient to meet the
_- roqu:runent, butmher areoneofuetofnqmredcompomtsbeforeworkmmaybeapond
o the higher uer Likewise, in NIOSH's letter to the Commission (sce # above) NIOSH
indicates that conttol measures, appropriate medical surveillance, training” aro neoded as well as
*hazard conmnhmcat:on' (signs). Thus, by the Commission stating signs alone are suﬁcwnt. it
.contradicts the;dlrechve of NIOSH which stated that wammg signs alone could not me_et the
requirement. l\%doreo,ver, EPA stated in its Nov. 9, 1993 letter to the Commission that "awareness
' in a controlled savironment can vary from complete knowledge to almost no knowledge” .
_Accordingly, jl;st because there are signs thh inﬂﬁcﬁb@ does not mean workers undemmd :
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thueslgnnidwdlrcspondasdmcted mmmutofknowlodgensnwded,mdmupm
.‘: ofatnnungprogrm ‘ .
‘P\mhermom,mtthonnmsNMlﬂmple,nMednwmﬂdbelccepuhletomeetm .
requ:remndfworkenbang mnynwueofﬂnpotenhdformspomandmnmseconuol ‘
'.-ofthcarmcpomre fammngnmmdmtedthutworhmnhouldnotmymthembeymda
'mmpenoaofm Yet, this is 1o guidance at all and defeats the intent of changing the -
expmmonmtheNPRMof“nwamofﬂwpotenmlformom to that just mentioned.

First, ulongtatheavuageoverwmmtepmodmenhehmnsoﬂhehghermmw one -
'mmmeummmmyummmanmmmdmaymmummm

: WumngwulglaPPlywhmh@powdmnhurequmgluvingthearubeforeSnmmuso
.thatthe6nnmhteavemgecxpomdounm“ceedthehgbuapomhahnnt Hence,tbe
| Comnnmonswmtouuupmmcoumltoonlymtoumﬂw}ushernerhmmnot

R .ummmsmmm:smmmmmomsmwmhnmmmm

ofthcwannngsmdcommlsshwldbe"tomagmmypomaalincrmmmk"mnmh1
19941etter&oinosm:omercc1 . . |
; BymeComwmwanwmngmdmmmmlbhﬁ:rmmemqwm
. partofanki?ufetypmgnm ngupuundhbelscmallobeuaedtoeanhhdlwch
" gwareness .. t:sccgs.m para 45]. mchmmmmew:mMm
, m:xgaltueruan"actxonhmlt andreqummnem’ufetyprogmntobemplue,e.g.munng
_'mwmagmmtommworkmm%ﬂyamafﬂnvmmdcmmmmol
onerthe:rapoure TlnnsjustndnCommnspeaﬁedMﬁgmmheuudtomof

, mghexpomrem(mﬁmutspeaﬁcsutonze,slupe,hngmgeetc)wtoomtheComnmon -

3 mlywemamghmummat'mmnwnudmthmmm meamum,
’ "IhcretswﬁlcmthﬂnCmon. arawulablcapmrequat, acopyqfﬂnwrmen
: RFprotccﬂonprogram ﬂmwanbradbusscsnudnamlmfnymdheakhm
akmwdshallamhdemkwmm md:caimautormg proucﬁveprocedvtsatd
" & ngcwob stgns hmdas.wmmts auplayeemvolvem and persons with
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designated re.monstbilmes for program implementation, and the effect of Such program shall be
tomngatemlypomnalwcminm*." : .

| urequenedmtheAd-HocAsmcmmnFCC%-nﬁPeﬁnonnpagel7shouldbe :
k followed, and plao tha they chould spply to locations with sy number of exposed workers t

" risk. Also, ashotedmtth-HocAuommnPeunon,mthennemdf.ﬂnCommonm

spemfnye&quLMe,mdlochmumthunﬂmponﬁbleﬁnmpﬁonﬂhulm
apecxtywhatmreqtm'edmmeettlmmmswenbytheComuom asdescribedabovc

| PlenemteﬁuﬂmgtheOSHAdeconlyteqmﬂ:uddmgofufewmum[u ;
dewribedbytheAd—HocAmcmlonFCC 96-326P¢=txtxon¢t 17] andwlllnotreqmrethc

Commumontom specxﬁcmle:onwodq;heepncueumdproeedw astbeComﬁmn

| nusunderstood' [FCC 96-326 at para. 33].
' Toappremﬂethemponmuofthsduewveplmmnwuthemledxnmmby

- »OSHAtotheComniwon. Moreover, pleuenotethnspec:fymgtheelanmtsohworker

: | protecaonpfomurequestedbyﬂwAd-HocAmmnmthspmoeedmgnukzymn :

" _ofNIOSH. Asnotedabove mztul994wmmentstotheCowmwomNIOSHmasedbut3key

| ‘pomsmmstatemunof "General Comments,” mdoneoftlmewu, "In general, dnmﬂvd
pmwdesmmmﬁalgmdmmoncmnwmqpmpmndewIdeam mzmlngor

L haard commubication.” Thus, both NIOSH and OSHA have identified what they find is & major

N '-wenhtessmthcumdud anduol\momsposa'ble,mvwabove,withouttheComnnmon

Mmmmvolmdmtho umeeofapemﬁcworkplnemluandprowduru (PCC96-326a.t :

 ~ para, 33]. _ .
14, 'nmeshomueno gmdf.thm;' ofputlll'expuuncriterh.

14.1 Evﬂu&hohaby&daﬂhedthwmdmdmmdwmngtheCommnaMmy

3 nntprotectﬁ'ommlu-'huardunddmﬂdbelower jumﬁesno m&thmng'ofexpomnnu
: butthatallsutnonsnmstfollowmeommwonrulel .
AsmdlwedbymnmummthupmoeedmgbytheM-HocAammon,tthenulu
thwTuldomemdoﬂms,ﬂchonmuonmuuapplymmmlenoaﬂmm Thisis -
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" because, a5 noted above and elscwher in the record of this proceeding, the federal heath

‘agenciuhavei:toldthe Commission that the 0.4 W/kg exposure criteria allowed for all workers

_(Whetherawai'eornot, whetherineomrolornot)'andthepublicisnotsufﬁciﬂulyprote'c'ti"le and
| '.that tthomunsmon's new rules provide improved pmtemon Moreaver, EPA, NIOSH, and

. OSHAall strenuously objectedto the concept of'controﬂod'lnduncommlled‘ onvironments. .

' OSHA expho*.ly stated,

: "Thepowbkmpﬁauonﬂmmlommybembjectedtoahlgherlevelofmk
becausethey'ﬂeawueofthcpotumalforatpmeuawnmnuumdmploymwt ns
unacceptablo!OOSHA.

. NowmdathﬂmynaﬂmamwmhmsedunderﬂleSZANSIRFﬂmdard
: whtchaﬂawsallwotkmmdthepubhctobeuposedtoo4w1kgob]ectedtobythefederal

'healthagenue:andfoundwbelasprotecnvethmﬂwnewupptowhofﬂw&mmuion ‘Also

mli”ZANSVEEEhasbmuwdmhmPemmlCommmcanomSemmbm
stmomandmdudestlwunwcepubleconcepuof 'comrolled' and ‘uncontrolled' envxromnwu,

whmmrkergmbemowdtothehghulevdsuﬂu%om "unacceptable” to OSHA
Algo, EPA-sayi; “We strongly disagree with the use of the concepts of control and awareness in
thed:meuomrymnerpresemedmIMANSMEEE . In our view ‘awareness’ umt
equwalcnt to promectxon NlOSHamrumnmihreoncm

Thereﬁm,themardsunduwhchwmtmwmhca\sedmnot)uu 'different’

b\atcontmndegnetm “unacceptable” to the federal health agencies, and provide limits which EPA

N suspects does ::'mt protect "more sliscépﬁbleofsensiﬁvepooble | Fed Reg. Vol. 51, No. 146,

, page 27331, July 30, 1986]. Also, EPA, FDA, and NIOSH indicate that the claims of 1992

" ANSVIEEE that its limits are those "to which a penon may be exposed without harmful effect
'undwnthanmeptablesafetyfmor, me,unntedbyEPA"unwamnted“ Hence, allowing

‘ 'mndardatocohumemforcewh:chhmﬂwsemmnddm:sdmgeroustothehalthof
workersandthépubhc,uﬂoeﬂnnlynotmmemblicm Thus,theComnusnonmnst '

clarify i its rules to indicate that all its lwmlees, whether ﬁ'omnewapphcmons or existing

i hcenseesmustabldebythemwgmdebm .

-47-
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14.2 The Commission should follow the precedence establishod by the Nuclear Regulatory
Coxmiuioné('NRC") and now do what is considered due prudence for federal agencies setting
‘ oloctronngnéticradiationbealthmduﬁetymlu, and to got allow grandfathering, but that all

licensees shoind follow the new rules. Specifically, the Commission should adopt the language of

the NRC pmmngtomexopeofmhomwma\MMomWMonnfuyndu[ie
adopt 10 CFR §20.1008 (b)(c)(d)e), making appropriatc changes For dates, CFR sections, and
other similar changu associated with radio frequency vs. ionizing radiation. These rules provide,

"[ftha requirements of this part (the new rules) are more restrictive that the mxtmg
. license condifion, then the licensee shall comply with thi.cpartunleummpkdbypm'agr@h @)
of this secnon. [10 CFR §20.1008(b) (1996)]

- And pmgraph 10 CFR §20.1008(d) (1996) provides,
*If a license condition or teclmical specification exempted a licensee from a requirement
in the standards for protection aguinst radiation in effect prior to (date new rules went into
effect), it continues to exempt a licensee from the corresponding provision of (the new rules).”

Notctlim since new limits are established and the previous limits of the Commission are
now only allowed to apply to workers under certain conditions, ollowing the NRC approach all
FCC stauonswould need to bemcomphmeewuhthencwhm:tswinchw:llaho applytoncw
applicants or rcnewal applicants. Hence, precedent has been established, and the NRC approach
is the feasible, cxpected, prudent manner 2 fedcral agency is to follow when sctting radiation
health and ufetymlcs, espeaallywhmthmmewdenceushown sbove, that the past rules may
not be as proteptxve as proposed new rules.

Since (r,) the Commission has decided upon and established a policy of setting rules, "out
of an abundance of caution79", and (ii) the NRC has set and established what is consider the
proper and prulent course for seting health and safety radiation standards, (i) and the Ad-Foc
| - Association, the Cellular Phone Taalct‘orce, and other parties in this proceeding have provided
ev:dence that adverse effects have occurred below the Commission's hazard threshold, therefore,
to serve the pubhc interest the Commission must apply its new limits recommended by EI’A to all
of its llcensees.;

18. Scienccbéed studies ofdimpﬁonoflwnndbehwiororlunﬁngofnewbeluviorjunlfya
Commission hawd threshold of 0.15 W/kg.  The Commiuioy is urged to review the Ad-Hoc
48-
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Assacittion fequests thatthe Commission's hazard thresbold be so more than 0.15 W/kg besed on
mu-de;igneé and replicated studies at this level showing disruption of operant behavior (the
criteria ofl986NCRP ind 1992 ANSIIEEE forstandu'dwtung) and altogether 4 mxdles
.ﬁndmgdiuupuonofopemmbehmomumevelzx 32,33,34,35 [ace above 5.1 and 5.6].
Moreover, wgnneomyoncofmmfomm«mrmmtybmmewedbymmm
found suitable for standard setting, it has been noted that the co-authors of the other 3 studies are
' hxgtﬂyregard@ukeypuﬂapmsmthemmndudmungpmcm[seesecuons4above],

tlmpmdenceprovxdesthatthesepapmsho\ddbepmnnedalsoautahleforstandatdsettmg As -

' -'hasbeennoteql the 4 studies Also other studies finding disruption of beliavior and other adverse
eﬂ'eCtdeowﬂwConumssxonshamdﬂn'ed\oldhuvebeengwenbyme Cellular Phone Task
.Force,theAd-EHocAssoctmon,mmherpamesmﬂmpmceedm .

16. TbeAd—Hoc Association has provided evxdencethattherelat:onshpretwmmmal
exposure and lptﬂml rate of absorption used to develop the Commission's power density limits

undere;thnateaithetrueabsolpﬂonntemchthatpower density in much of the spectrum needs to

be.reduced by b factor of two to achieve presetly estimated whole body SARs.

16.1 A 1991 IEEE final list paper®® reviewed and found suitable for standard setting supports the

| AdHocAuociaﬁoncmmpowaduﬁtyﬁnﬁuueedtobmducedbyafaaorofzwzsjust

| tommntunevaanuﬂwholebodywmespectﬁcabsotphonmepmtwuons A study by Hill

. (1984)% guwrmhsﬁomdomeuymgandpmwdedammformahngthemndud

.moresmugentliwysettmglmntsto1/2thurlevelmﬁnel982RFANSIstandard Nevertheless

the author did I;)otﬁndthe» need for such reduction because

| (i) "the ANSI standard incorporates a general safety factor of 10, .. 1/10th of 4 W/kg)

(i) "mon occupational exposuses occus under near-field part body exposure condmons,"
(m)“thepmuweofmsﬂmngfootweﬂbetwemthefeetandthegmmd

' Gnvenalltheubovemthmexpmepremmwnmdoﬂ\erewdencemtlnsprooeodmg,nushown

, bdowthattheabove;umﬁcanommnolonguvdnd.mdquuenﬂyﬁnhanwbe
| nducedduemthcmpoﬁedrdahomhlpsbetwemanumlupowemdmandmeof
- absorption. The above 3 Jnsnﬁcaumuuenolonga'vnhdbmuse

t 4. .



) "the safety factor of 10 is found insufficient since in fact the hazard threshold of 4

- Wkghtmf}igh. 4 studies report disruption of behavior at 0.6 to 0.7 W/kg, i.e. at 15% of the
Commission'i hazard level. 'Also more than a 3 fold increase in primary malignant tumors was
reportedutOAW/kg,thelcvelconupondmgtoﬂntwhena 'safety factor’ of 10 is applied to 4

- Wikg. Moreover mtlnsproceedmg,advemceﬂectutwenlow«lwclswmreponed.eg at

. 0.016 W/kg (1/250th of 4 W/kg) a pathological change occurred in the blood-brain-barrier
protecnngthe brain from large molecules in the bloqd {Ad-Hoc Association 96-326 Petition at
18] (corrected footnote). Therefore, since the evidence in this proceeding mﬁportuthatthe
hazard threshcibld is likely 1/10th or less than 4 W/kg, the 'safety factor’ of 1/10th applied to 4
W/kg is no lmi!geravalid consideration.

(i) The Commissions new limits for the general populstion are 1/5th the previous general
population ex;igosureiimitsofﬂ\e 1982 ANSI standard. Also, parties submitting Petitions For
_ Reoona'deraﬁcininthisproceedinghuveshowneoncernth;tductoco-locaﬁonoftranmninmthc
Conum'uion’siiimitsmaybe exceeded for the general populstion. Accordingly, due to both the
mmsﬂhgem%,limimn\dthemmnofmarduﬁvdylowhdgmhwddmﬁdm
commidmémthpgmadpop\ﬂaﬁmmnybeuposedmawholebodymmuﬁm
1/5th of that a&midmd by the author above. Hence, the justification that whole body exposures
' wouldbeunhkelyocwrnearthe limit is no longer valid. '

(iii). Smoelhmtsml/SthmoreﬂnngmmdlﬂNthegcneulpopuhuonmaynowbe
exposedtothc!xnut,|tunotedtheganm!populanonmywnlkonthcgmmdwnhoutmmlaung
shoes, and sotl!i:e author's thu-d justification is no longer valid.

16.2 The,Com!'Inﬁssion is urged to review the evidence in a 1992 paper using the FDTD method
of O.P. Gmdlﬁ;?showthutherdaﬁomhipmmmﬂpowudcnsitymdetcof
absorptlonofRFenergyneedsmodlfymg allowing recognizing that power densities in the range
theyaremwuﬂgﬁxﬂyrelatedtowholebodyavuageSARcmseSARlabngtozSfoldhlgher
mmuwmedw)mdevelopmtheammupmwmchmwomwmsmmw [see
 Ad-Hoc FCC 9%6-326 petition at pg. 14 (disregard the 11th line from the top, starting with "2
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Avg. SAR of%l year old.;.."’-this line Mdmtbethmasit ig a typographical error as has been
‘noted].
To seé that there arc valid justifications for the Commission to rely upon the results of

Gandhi” conéider that: |
(1) The Comission stated it found the FDTD method valid for the purposes of standards setting
[at FCC 96-326 #70, and Ad-Hoc Association 96-326 Petition at 14]

(2) The C(‘)m:i:xission cxplidﬂy named Dr. O.P. Gandhi as a researcher who properly uses this
‘method [at F(%C 96-326 #70, and Ad-Hoc Association 96-326 Petition at 14), and

(3) The input parameters used by Dr. Gandbi were the basis of & poer-reviewsd paper by Gandhi
remrmedmi;mw 1992 ANSVIEEE RF standard which stated, that the paper provides “An
antomically realisuc model of a human being..."102. Thus, the values for the electncal
, clu'ncteﬁstica%for tissues used in this paper and derived from another paper101 are found by the

1992 ANSIIIEEE standard to provide a "realistic model of a uman being.™%2. Moreover, this

wncpaperwésusedbyl)r Gandhi in a paper submitted to the Commission!® as part of iy work
-to further research the FDTD method.

Therefore, themethod,theresearcher mdtllempmpanmetcrs,haven}lbeenfwndbythe

Comrmsnon, ur by 1992 ANSI/IEEE committee members whom the Commission has reported to
. beacpmsl“tobemheduponforstmdmlnemng
" ThatDr. Gindéli's 1992 paper provides evidence that the Commission's power density limits are -
‘too high to pravide the assumed average whole body SAR protection see Ad-Hoc FCC 96-326
| petition at pg. !:14, and Ad-Hoc Association late filed Reply Comments of October 28, 1996 at pg.
7-8, Commqm:d!‘ of David Fichtenberg supporting the Cellular Phone Taskforce and dated October
8, 1996 at pnsés 8-10] To easily see there the Coinmilfsion's limits must not be ippmpditc to
* provide the cla\!ned whole body SAR protecnon consider the following. That for ﬁ'equmclu
after wholebody resonance of people the whole body SAR decreases until it reaches a limit whers
it then tmdsto;'emmnconstaml“, atleutto 6000 MHz, after which SAR may not be meaningful
as a RF standard criterialos, In his 1992 paper¥’, Gandhl reports that from about 350 MHz to the
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lnghest ﬁ-equency studied, 915 Ml-lzthn avetagewholebody SAR for E polarization for a typical
admtmalewusuppmxmmtelycomuOOBW/kgperlmW/sq em. nﬁerhavmgdecreued
from a maximim. Thus, given the above, it can be assumed that at PCS frequencies of about
1900 MHz that the value of 0.08 W/kg per 1 mW/sq. om. will also apply. However, 1 mW/sq,
mi:mwﬁmkﬁrdlﬁﬂumduﬁmnlswm But for these higher frequencies
children, upeéimymyoungchildm,b'eingofmllerbodymmcloserinsizetodlcahon

.-wavelengths of these frequencies and so have a higher average whole body SAR'“. Now, since it

imﬁmnedﬂém 1900 MHz and at | mWi/sq. cm the averige whole body SAR is 0.08 Wikg for
an adult male, ! ttmustneoeswllybehlgha'forayoungchﬂd But 0.08 W/kg is the upper limit
| ﬁyrﬁxeuvemgewholcbodyprotecnonforwhchtheCmmmmonshnm are to assure is not

exceeded [s0eNCRP 1986, 17.4.2], Thus, the power density lmits given by NCRE 1986 and
1992 ANSI/E:EE are too high, hmng been decided upon before the 1992 rescarch paper of

Gandhi”” was pubushed in a well regarded pecr-reviewed journal, Health Physics.

Since the Commission has wisely decided that its rules should "provide assurance that
recent scientific knowledge is taken into account...*" it should apply the findings of Gandhi and
Hill (1984) and reduce its power density limits, 30 that based on the more recent science-based
findings, the average whole body. SAR limits can best be assured not to bo exceeded,

* Finally, consider that doubt there will be those scientists who say that Gandhi's method is &
computer siméxlation and may not be valid. While this may be so, prudence, the Corimission's -
policy of practicing "an abundance of caution™79, the Commission's past decisions that Gandhi's
method, his\\éork, mdbm“ﬁuumn@brﬂcmdmbeusﬁforﬂuﬂud
setting, all argue that these results are appropriate for justifying having more stringent power

17, The Com%mission is urged to clarify it comments in the FCC 06-326 that its preemption does
not apply to the "operation” of its licensees, and in particular to the setting of RF exposure limits,

" per requests c%pfthe Ad-Hoc Associstion FCC 96-326 petition at pg. 13, 14, and also see David
Fichtenberg &ppodﬁm to Amentech Mobile Communications request to also preunpt'

"operation” of personal wireless services facilities, dated Oct. 8, 1996 [at pages 3, 9-23)]. Claims



byothmthntCongmssfoundltwumemuytoMe ‘operation’ are not sound. As noted by
the Ad-Hoc AdsocutlonmltsOctobers 1996 comments, the Joint Senate/House Comm:ttee
.removedtheword'operatlon from the House version of the bill (HR 1555). Yet the Joint
Committee stafed.the limitations on the powers of the Commission in Scct. 704 of the
_Teleconuwmcguons Act of 1996 mnotmtwdedtolnmtornﬁecttthommons_gmd
authority over radm tolecommunications, including the authority to regulate the construction,
modification, and operation of radio facilities. 197 , .

18, Public‘heufhh policy should not require the same level of proof as when establishing scientific
‘When secking advice from the federal health sgencies, the Commission should not ask for advice
bqedmwhat%hubémsdmiﬁcdlymndudvdywwm,mm,givmﬂweﬁdmwlﬁoh,
‘aists and the Femaining uncertainties, would prudence, and due diligence, indicate that more
restrictive limits are indicated. In this regard the Commission is requested to carefully-consider
that ité rules may be found to preempt local jurisdiction rules pertaining to the placement,
construotion, and modification of personal wireless services facilti, and as such, it willbe
deciding upon the extent to which the homes, office buildings, schools, and hospitals in the nation

* ate exposed to RF fields. Also, consider that neither the Comeission nor the federal health

agencies are seeking to estahhsh with scientific certainty the relationships betwemhealth and
well being and longi-term chronic exposure to low iradiation lovels of RF filds. For scientific
mmymynquuemuchmmemdmthanpmdwceuﬂduedmsmmmefor
" catabliahing RE enposure levels when there s some, yet inconclusive, evidence that certain
-expowreleveluremocmtedwnthhumﬁdhedtheﬂ'ects | - |
19, The Comynission has overooked of isunderstood the requirements of the National |
' EnwmmuuqlPohcyAct(NEPA)whmtheCommwonsdectedmRFhedthmdnfetymleg '
"_‘andneedsto;ddaddiﬁoml.comidenﬁomwithrapectmRFupomcdtuiatomme
: tlt'aquiremexm;anEPA NEPA requires that any Commission action deemed to have a significant
; eﬁ‘eaonmequahtyafthehummmmmtmqmthepmpumonoqunﬁEnwomnenm o
mmmsmanentandrmmmxpmsmmwcmgl 1305). I
' . 83



19.1 Féar is a detriment to the quality of the human environment
One of the central elements in the quality of the human environment in residential arcas, schools,
hospitals, and office buildings, is the abilty of occupants of these areas to work, live, study, and
recover from illness without being fearful of the potential adverse effects of radio-frequency when
they occur at levels which would exceed traditional protection it (given as 1/100th of a
threshold eﬁect [inlEPA Vol 51, No. 156, pg ] to protect against adverse effects which have
been observedéin cell-culture, in animals, or in human populations - and even if under
ciscumstances where the studies were not optimal, not replicated and uncertainty persists. Under
such circumstances, it may be understandable that scientists will declare that conclusive proof of
harm is lacking. |
Nwmam;mmwofmmuhubemdmminmmmdmgwmm
Hoc Association, the Cellular Phone Taskforce, and other parties, is such that an increasingly
knowledgubl}a public does not want to be exposed to such levels of radio frequency and can be
expected to bé fearful of such exposure until the observed effects are determined to be spurious,
and not reﬁecuve of real effects. For example, the Ad-Hoc Association FCC 96-326 Petition
submitted a letter from the New Zealand Ministry of Education indicating that they decided,
*However, afpammum importance to the Ministry is the provision of an environment where
boards of trustees, parents, teachers, and pupils and other occupants of the school site can feel
comfortable, : For this reason the Ministry has decided cellphane transmitters will not be sited on
Crown owm!d school sites in the futwre.”
For the Comt;nission to clearly understand that public com are indeed founded upon the
" science bucd literature, consider the report by V. Belokrinitskiy referenced in the Ad-Hoc
Association F;CC 96-326 Petition tat page xxx, footnote xxx, and full article in the Ad-Hoc
Petition attachments], It was among the final list of papers that the experts of the IEEE 1991
comnmittees found well doe and stable for standard setting. The study reported what the
author viewed as adverse changes in parts of the brains of rats at levels of 10 microwatts per
square oentingleter at wave iength exposures of 12.6 cm (2380 MHz). The Radiofrequency
Radiation Doslmetry Handbook indicates that the highest average whole body SAR for any size
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ratatﬂusexpomrelcvehsnomoreﬂnnmtwmgforlmW/sq cm; thus, at the reparted
cxposmetheavmgewlnlebodySARatwhrchtheadvuleeﬁ‘ectwnreportedstWWIkg
ﬂuszslllOOOt;iofthe4W/kgsdectedbytheComumon Thus, based on this study and
sssunving safery factors remain the same as adopted by the Commission, then there would be bona
* fide justifications for persons to fee fearul i KF exposures exconded 1/1000th of the
Comnnsnon‘spresentlumts forthereg‘onwhue SAR is meaningful. Whilc it is recognized that
perhapsthestudyhunotbeenwphwed,thefactthnnhosbemdamnmedwbeawelldone
smdyshowmg;what-theauthorconndmadvaueﬁ’qctutavuylowlevel,_msuﬁesabmfora
reasonable person awarc and knowledgeable about the scientific studies to be fearful of exposures
which would éxceed protection limits based upon the above Belokrinitskiy (1982) paper.
Accordingly, the Commission must ask itself if the available science based findings in the
literature, such as the Belokrinitakiy (1982) study above, are such that a reasonablo and
Knowledgesble person of the RE science based iterature could feel earful of the RF exposure
hnmstheComnussmnnunget. This is because while scientific evidence may not be compelling
orwnduuvdyprovemadvuseeﬂ'ecgtbemdmmybemﬁemtombmhthnmd
nudmconsnd;mdweudonehnwfomdumuombetwmnmmme&‘em. Since such
feﬂrcanstron’giyimpactthcqualityoftbehmmenvimnmm,nndevmdﬁvepeopletombve
mwrestws,cwusmfemadwohmdthcworkphogmddnmnuﬂydeprmethevdue
ofrwdemdmdwnmmﬂrulumgtheCommonmstacknovﬂedgethumdmmdn
ﬁndeﬂcmqlowmsmongyympmmmqunuyoftummmmmmm '
ﬂuoughtherigasonablybuédfeamthaycanuusg. Accordingly, to meet the requiremnents of
NEPA the Cdmmission must consider whether its exposure limits are stringent enough so that
when applying a "reasonable and knowledgeable person” test, the Commission finds that such
persons will riot be fearful to work, study, recuperate from illness, live, or sleep at such exposure
. levels. The Ad-Hoc Commission claims that such levels can only be achieved by at least
decreasing this Coromission's limits t5 1/100th of the whole body average SAR associated with the
eﬂ'ectsfound::basedupontheBelohi!ﬁtxltiy(I%Z)smﬂymdothorv«ylowlwelRFcﬁ'ects
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studies dpminaned by the Ad-Hoc Associstion, the Cellular Phone Taskforco and other parties in
- 19.2 Radno&equmcymtuferamtononbroadanrdaeddmm mndemntcnttothequalny
ofthelmmaqenvzronment

TheAd-Hoc Assaciation has also given evidenoe in this proceedmgthatintuferermmay
occur to sengnvemedlcal devices and hearing aids. This also adversely affects the quality of
human life, ﬁdmymmmmmm Indeed, it has been reported that,

“60 hy‘am deaths went undetected by one model of an apnea (breathing cessation)
. mamtormthc United States. This occurred over a period of a few years. It was shown
wbuqumdyﬂmttbismodelmmmb»mxcpabkmxmm’mﬁmﬁcuspvduwdby
meMMMMMww'IMmMSW and by FM radio broadcast
stanmovermhlomctermmy IhemﬂRFI«mmthlﬁkdinmw&qﬂm
wheucxpondtoﬁcldmngduaslawasoo.iVbnmtln88-108FMm¢tobroadoastband"‘°'
'Moreover, it ias been noted that niewer medical devices have been more sepsitive to radio
ﬁ'equmzymtet‘fetawcdueto their using low-power integrated circuit technology!°s.

Accordingly, since RF interference had occurred as Jow as 0.05 Vi, the Commission
- should stipulate that to protect life, that before s facility is constructed a telecommunications
ommthoMmmmmhwmuqu.osVlmoftheponible
dangerofkl’nﬂ.u‘fetm andtoacuccordmgly _

Also,47CPR§22shouldbemod|ﬂedlothatopemonwhnchmsemwfemcetonon
FCC licensed qqulpmgnt, such as medical devices, that it is the operators responsibility to pay for
thencccssuyé!onections, since it is the operator who caused the interference. |

. 20. Assure no% Constitution Amendment violations: Finally, the Commission may have
ovulmkedménimnderﬂoodﬂﬁtexpomlwdsof“wbichcmﬂdiniﬁneammbh
fscientiﬁcallyhaésedfu:(asnotedabove)whichemﬂdthenl&cttheusemdpurpmutowlﬁchn
partypumhase(;laproperty. Itsmsth«eisa@fouﬁhor 14th amendment "taking” if there
can be expected a reducing the value and use of the homes, as well as using the radio waves in the
; -56-



home and phys:cally entering the bodies of its inhabitants. For example, thepeu—nvwwed
researchpuperomenetal(l%)pmdedewdmthandtougnnlssxmxlnrtothuusedfor
some celtular tglephones ‘take' about 18% of an adults REM sleep [sce Ad Hoc Association FCC
96-326 Petition at  ,and at footnote ). Since REM sleop may b important to memory and
leamingﬁmctiéns,andwhileitmaynotbeconduﬁveﬂmtueducﬁoninREMnloepishlrmﬁxL
tlusREMsleep'belongstomdlvxduals,md'tahng'ttmthomthetroonwltorwﬂout
oompaumanbylpplymgafedudpreempuonmleuﬂahu'undamesmmmdman,and:f
dombystates;hemtnsatahngmderthclhhmunM. Hence, while the
Telecomsmunications Act of 1996 may have properly delegated responsibilites to the Commission,
theCommissic;nmustasmretha:iuRFexpomlimitsdonotprovidenbasisfonmsomble
sciemiﬁcbnsecjlfearwhichcouldtherebyaﬁ‘ectﬁ:eusesofpmp&ymdconsﬁmuwdng'of

that property s 8o require a court to stay the preemption authority of the Commission.
Consider the following:
"the Cpurt as well decided long ago that ‘taking' included destruction or severe impairment
of use [Pumpelly v. Green Bay Co. 13 Wall. (80 U.S) 166, 177-178 (1872), Weich v. Swasey,
214 US. 91},

and it now hqldu that,

"property is taken in the constitutional sense when inroads are make upon an owner's use
of it 1o an extent that, as between private parties, a servitude has been acquired either by
agreement or in course of time.” [United States v. Dickinson, 331 U.S. 745, 748 (1947)].

Consider vatious Supreric Court and Federal Appeals Court rulings on the "taking” of
property. The Supreme Court has ruled that owners of adjacent land deserved componsation
because "noise, glare, and fear of injury” and other impacts resulted in the adjacent land
becommgunﬁt “for the use to which the owners had applied it." (see United Statestannbyetal
328 U.S.256, andsee Griggs v Allcgheny County 369 U.S. 84 because of perceived "noise,
vibrations an§ danger”"], and ruled,

"While Congress may legalize, within the sphere of its jurisdiction, what otherwise would be
a public nuisgfmce, it may not confer immunity from action for a private nuisance of such-a
character as to amount in ¢ffect 1o a taking of private property for public use,"
and compensation is due under the 5th Amendment, Richards v Washington Terminal Co. 233
US. 546,
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'l'hus,ﬁhﬂbeéndanomthhatﬂweiswidméofaWofREMﬂeep",mde'yideme
provided by thé Ad-Hoc Association, David Fichtesberg, the Cellular Phone Taskforce, and other
‘. mumm&aisewdmdmmmmmwmmmm
' udiosigmlex;osure levels below the hazard threshold of the Commission. This evidence to
ettherprowdeu justified basis for a reasonable, science knowledgeable person to have &
leg:tmlatebomﬁdefwofbangmﬂwpmeof«pomlovelsallowodbytheCommmon-
such'fearofmjury‘cm‘takcawaYtheuscforwinchthemdenmlownmofahomeludapphed
toxtwhenthehomewaspurchued also, the evidence presented in this proceeding may also be
ewdmefonémaladversehulﬂleﬁ'emwhch'ukdheahhﬁbmpeople, or if just a ‘biological
eﬁ'ecfthentheeﬁ'eMconwmmmenkmgofcomlovaone'sbodyﬁompmom Inanycue,
luofthesetahngcmnoullowedundertthomhhmonwnhmneommnuon

21, Concemﬁ about radio signal upummnainlylimted to the new
telecommunh;aﬁom services: TheConnmmonshouldnottlmd:thttbecnusefar years the
wpﬂmonhubmmndmmdmmﬂ:hmﬁormadmdmthﬂtbeabove .
“takings' o.oncem would have widespread application to these types of signals. There are very
.hnporuuntﬁﬂﬁncnccs

. (1) Recently! hew wmmmumﬁommkamm-reulowheighain ruidaltul
- and commen‘,i-lmthmhy ruulﬁnginnhtivelyhighupuum Becauscnow
| ‘telecomnnuncgmons transmitters are being placed on roof-tops and low height monopoles (but
abovelonmérs)ﬂwuppuﬂoonofhomwhmls,awoﬂiwbuﬂdingsueazpoudmhigh«
'Apowdmncsnotfarﬁomthetypncalhomomdmmbum this does not typically occur for
commerculTVandcotmnemalmdtoagnals For example 95% of the U.S. population was
teportedm1286bytheEPAtoboaposedtolmtlnn0.2momttspenq. cm. Whereas,
pefaonsvuomk@ugcuﬂﬁvhugintqnuurﬂoomsneartuﬂhdﬁrpﬁxnuaIWZS,or:nhwrrecent
telecommuﬂicfntions serviceéwbmmetmmitterisatlowheight, such as on roof-tops are
" subject 1o 20 icrowatts per sq, cm. 4nd greater [see Ad-Hoc FCC 96-326 Petition exhibita],
which is overlOO fold the qposurelev& of 95% ofit:eU.s. population reported in 1986 and
' givenabove.;;
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2) Manyofthenewtdmmmnnmﬁommleumhthcmnofmmnom
* MHz which cause hot spots in the body - this does not occur for signals from AM, FM
radio, and corpmon VHF TV, The Intemational Radiation Protection Association (IRPA)
l%SRFguddnesmpoﬂmn&Appmlthechmmcnofa'hotspot nngegwmgthe
rangeas, |

“The 'houpot'rmgc exlendmgﬁmabouNWbﬂlzuptoZoooWza'eveanM
MHz..., that,"Ihesueofhatq:otsrmgcsjranmmlccm:netcrsawum&mabowl
ccnnmtcratjooow{z. and, "For the human head, ﬂwhotspﬂrmgeex!endrjromsoomz
rozooomz" [lRPAl988Randard,Appendxxl Frequency ranges] A

3 “The new dngttal communications services have provided evidence of biological effects
which may be detrimental, and to which human populations were not typically previousty

exposed. Ccmtder the followmg
‘ "Biological effects have been observed at RF (radio frequency) and MW (microwave)
Jields amplitude modulated at ELF at SAR levels below the threshold for effects for contimous
waves. Many of these effects are the same or similar 1o effects observed for ELF electric and
magnetic fields. The observed effects are usually field frequency and intensity specific, tend to
occur within rélatively narrow ranges of both field parameters, and are dependert on other
physical and physiological characteristics of the expased biological system. Many of these
' parameters have not been fully identified and characterized The interaction mechanisms
remain unlmmm. The scientific database is relatively limited in this area. However, the
patenﬂalmpartancc of these effects should not be overlooked for two reasons. First, the
scientific evidence with respect 1o health effects of ELF fields while still inconclusive, is
suggestive of possible detrimental effects. Second, until the recent developments in digital
communicatién, hardly any situations of kuman exposure to RF/MW fields deeply amplitude
modulated at ELF occurred. This situation is going to change rather rapidly with expansion
of wireless digital communications". [M.A. Stuchly, “Evalustion of Electromagnetic Fields in
Biology an Medlcme. in Radiofrequency Radiation Standards: Biological Effects, Dosimetry,
Epldetmology, and Public Health Policy, NATO Advanced Science Institutes Series Vol. 274, pg.
327-335, Plemm Press, 1995]

Therefore, becmse of the above 3 factors: (1) closeness to where people live and work, (2) wave
lengths that ciuse hot spots, especially in the head, and (3) digital signals, the concems of the Ad-
Hoc Assoamon pertain nmch more to tbenewteloconnnumcamns services that to historical,
non-dxgntalTdeAMandFMcommﬂbroadmmm

- Because, thesp services can causo hot spots in the head, and because their energy absorption is’
concentrated lmthe-ﬁrst inch or so of the body (where the cerebral cortex is located), RF effects
may especially occur due to slight stimulation of the central nervous system, and thereby stimulate:
the neuroendrocrine system, and the bodies hormonal and circadian thythms that are past of these
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systems. Thatthere is ovidence, s given in this proceoding that brain EEG readings and REM
ﬂwm@mwmlwwwdmmmmmmmmm
can.anddoocti.ur. ,

- Thus, there m reasonable, science based fear of injury concerning these new telecommunications
services, and the Commission must assure that exposure levels are such that during this current
pen'odofuncétamtyofmemofeﬂ’ecuamﬂwpubucnwﬂxismtpmama:,mummereia
notmunconstimuonal‘talnng ofpmpertymdpmonalcomloveronespenonduetoRF
effects or reasOnuble science buedfurofm)uryﬁ‘nmmchcﬂ'ects

22. The Conuiixission must make every effort through its rules and abilitics to advise the Congress
andtthreudent of the need to explore means of keeping exposures as low as reasonably |
achievable. Thlsmbedoneasfollows

(1) Hold the télecomnmcanons industry to their own claims of how low exposure can be kept.
In the dommel_n, "Health and Safety: A Cellular Telecommunications Perspective” [filed as
evidence in a chll site proceeding with the City of Mercer Taland, Washington, and per letter of
Feb. 3, 1995 i the exhibits of the Ad Hoc Association FCC 96-326 Petition], it states that the
highest conceivable SAR due to celfular facifities to be “200 times below the maximum
mme a(éomlimit set by NCRP." [page 9]. Thus, those transmitting personal wireless
services deanbeheldtothisﬁmitwithoutcwﬁngundneburdm

(2) The Commsston reports in its Fact Sheet #2, Sept. 17, 1996, concerning exposute levels

‘  from trummtters close to residential arcas that studies show exposure levels to be "typically
thousands ofn_ym below the levels considered to be safe...(by IEEE 1991 or 1986 NCRP RF
standards) [Quibltion #17, pg. 11]. The Ad-Hoc Association disputes these findingg, and believes
they do not lddress uposuruﬁ'omlowhetghttrmmnnetstotheupperﬂoors of buildings, and
lusgwenem!cncemthis proceediugtosuppontlﬁs Yet, if the Commission finds otherwise,
then to keep e::xpomres as Iow as reasonably achievable, let the Commission require exposure

limits for persdnal wireless services in residential and commercial areas to be "thousands of times".

(e.8. at least 2,000 times) below its present maxintum allowable limits.
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()] Eneour'agé satellite and high altitude transmitters in lieu of ground based stations: The
Commission should enact measures so that transmitters are placed far from commercial and
‘residential areu To this end, besides assuring satellitc transmitters are used to the maximum
extent possiblej' the Commission should take note that Jupm'i Mimsu'y of International Trade and

Industry has been developing,

“a solar-powered, remotely piloted airship. Earlier this year (1997), thetmnutrypxlot
‘ testedonemchcnnser,whtchraambluanegg-nblpedmppelmmthaﬁmedtm Designed as
_ an inexpensive replacement for communications satellites, this vehicle can contintiously ply the
skics at an altitide of about 100,000 feet (sbout 20 miles) for periods of up to 2 years." [Science
"~ News, Ianuary 11, 1997, page 29]

WluleﬂwAd—HwAsaomnandounmhmtdmmmuUmmmmngexp«nu,nwmdd
mnthﬂforttmmﬁmoﬂyzomﬂahghﬁmlomlmwmﬂdbeablembemed,md
ﬁ'equenc:euluredbetweenarm This may especially be so if signal transmission patterns and
mcodmssdwmesmusedforwhchweﬂnpmugnﬂsofﬁwumeﬂ'equencydomtmu
interference. .
Suchzonnletughummmaybemmmmetomthnnthouonrooftopa Yet,
 untilthe safety or ack thereof, of the now signalpetterns and higher exposure levels i well
. understood, preeautmmymmru, including requiring high altitude transmitters in lieu of
groundbmsthtuons should be strongly considered by the Commission. For while placing
~contmhmm§ofauownngtoul‘ﬁ'eeenterpme,theConmmonwnllbemnngumdomits
best to protectthe public health and public interest - yot st the same time providing  means for
 the benefits of wiraless communications to be realized, Thus, the Ad-Hoo Associations requests
do nofprecludibthedevelopment of the benefits of wireless tefccommunications. Theydo
however, qrge;;pmdencc andmmmciution while the many disturbing findings of adverse effects
~ below the Commission's hazsrd threshold are studied and carefully understood, while dunngthla
iimetheConmfnissipnispracﬁcingprudmcebuedqnobmedstudies,'s_oastobestprovedthe
public protectié.)n from potentially harmful RF fields.

23, The Comission shouldstate in its rules that there is nothing in ita rules that prevent states or

locdjuﬁsdicﬁém from levying reasonable fées or special taxes on users of personal wireless
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24, Footnotes S
.1 Action For Children's Televisi 2d "
reforenons cites therein.s elevision v FCC, 564 F.2d ‘458 (1977) at 468-469, and additional

2. M. Repacholi ¢t al "Lymphomas in Em-Pim i Exposed to Pulsed 900 MHz

VPG > Sympho 1 Transgenic Mice to )

?lo;ctfqmagnqnc Ficlds," Radiation Research, Vo, 147, 631640 (1997) -\ |

3. *Air Fotoe Microwave - Cancer Study Shrouded in Mystery” Micix

News, pp 1, 01?;15. Report of research by J. Toler. ‘The article reported that after 19 manthe of

mmto i 2WAcgﬂntof200.mq)dse§mmanymmpr'pmmmice,-that liSbadb"alpible

ties (and erlywmmosthkdy tumors) vs 88 of 200 controls. This yiclds the

following table: :
- Mouse'had palpable abnormality -
L Ne . 8 112
Yes . 115 - 88
Total 200 . 200

. .ApplymgachaidchhiSqum&umtﬁsdmmméWhoodoftﬁsmﬁﬁveWm
between exposure and cancer to have accured by chance to be leas than 1%. SR

; Nmmsmigidski(footmten)foundm180f40bmst‘cancerpronemicea:poud;toRF
had tumors after 8 months of exposure vs. 3 of 40 sham irradiated mice. However, after 10

months 32 of 40 exposed vs. 14 of 40 sham irradiated had tumors. . Thus, it is soen that for breast -

’ mmwmﬁmmmmmrdmﬁemmﬁﬁwﬁmp&iodfm

+ detecting an effect may be an earlier rather than a later time period (since almost all mice are -

. expected to havie breast tumors evenctually). Thus, the cancer distribution-at the end of the study

. may not be as sénstive to detecting acceleration effects, as at an earlier time period. ‘Hence, .
results at 19 months:was analyzed instead of results at the close of the study. E

4. V. Vorobyovi et al, "Effects of Weak Microwave Fields Amplitude Modulated at ELF on EEF
. of Symetric Brain Areas in Rats,” Bioelectromagnetics 18:293-296(1997). Effects on EEG
- during slecp wete noted at 0.3 mW/sq. cm. which corresponds to at mast 0.3 W/kg per Duraey,
. ‘The Radiofrequency Radiation Dosimetry Handbook, 1986. 0.3 W/kg is about 8% of 4 W/kg,
. 8. L. Penafie] ctial,, "Role of Moduiation on the Effect of Microwaves on Omithine - .- .~
Decarbaxylase. Activity in 1:929 Cells," Bioelectromagnetics 18:132-141 (1997). Reported
" exposure was 2.5 W/kg which is 63% of 4 W/ke. S -
.6, H'Dolk ot al (1997a) "Cancer incidence near Radio and Television Transmitters in Great .

" " ritain, 1. Sutton Coldficld transmitter,” American Journal of Epidemiology Vol: 14_5,1:5&_’-_" Lo SRR

. January 1, 1997119 - . . . o .
" 9. HDolk et al (1997b) "Cancer incidence near Radio and Television Transmitters in Great .
" Britain, I1. All High Power Transmitters," American Journal of Epidemiology Vol: 145,No. 1, -
January 1, 1997‘,\_10-17. S . L
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